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In reply to the Office Action mailed November 21, 2006, Applicants respectfully 
request reconsideration and allowance. In the application, Applicants* request for 
reconsideration of the finality of the rejection in the last Office Action and for improper 
abandonment were considered persuasive and granted. New rejections have been entered in 
the most current Office Action. Claims 1 and 18 are rejected for indefmiteness, claims 2-10 
and 19-20 are objected to as depending on a rejected base claim, claims 1, 2, 5-8, 10 and 
18-20 are rejected for obviousness and claims 1 1-17 are rejected on the ground of 
nonstatutory obviousness-type double patenting. In reply, Applicants have amended claim 
18 and will address each of the rejections in turn. 

Claims 11-17 have been rejected for obviousness-type double patenting over U.S. 
Patent 6,749,741. Applicants respectfully submit a terminal disclaimer to overcome this 
rejection. Applicants respectfully request reconsideration and withdrawal of the rejection 
for nonstatutory obviousness-type double patenting. 

Claims 1 and 18 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 12, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite and incomplete for omitting essential structural cooperative relationships of 
elements. MPEP §2172.01 has been cited in support of the incompleteness of claims 1 and 
18 based on omission of essential structural cooperative relationships of elements. 
However, §2172.01 of the MPEP reads: "A claim which omits matter disclosed to be 
essential to the invention as described in the specification or in other statements of record 
may be rejected under 35 U.S.C. §112, first paragraph, as not enabling." This section goes 
on to say: "Such essential matter may include missing elements, steps or necessary 
structural cooperative relationships of elements described by the applicant(s) as necessary 
to practice the invention." Applicants respectfully submit that the latest Office Action 
identifies no language from Applicants' specification which discloses that it is essential to 
have the prewash section and the extractor section be in the same vessel. It is preferred, but 
not necessary, to dispose the prewash section and the extractor section in the same vessel. 
The embodiments of the invention at paragraph [0010] and paragraph [001 1] of the 
application do not require the extractor and prewash sections to be in the same vessel. 
Accordingly, Applicants respectfully submit that the citation of MPEP §2172.01 is 
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misplaced. Applicants respectfully request reconsideration and withdrawal of the rejection 
for indefiniteness and incompleteness. 

Independent claims 1 and 18 have been rejected for obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 
§103(a) over U.S. Patent 2,228,028 (the "Brower patent"). Applicants again, respectfully, 
traverse this rejection. Claim 1 recites: 'the extractive section being disposed directly 
above said prewash section." The Office Action recites what has been previously stated in 
rejections that it would have been obvious to position the extractor 2 below extractor 18 
based on routine engineering practice for positioning of the extractor and prewash sections. 
Office Action of November 21, 2006 at page 4. However, there is no evidence to support 
the proposition that it is routine engineering practice to dispose an extractor section 
directly above a prewash section. Indeed, Applicants respectfully submit that the Brower 
patent does not teach a prewash section recited in claim 1. The rejection characterizes the 
extractor vessel 2 in the Brower patent as the prewash section of claim 1 and the extractor 
vessel 18 in the Brower patent as the extractor section of claim 1. However, the extractor 
vessel 2 in the Brower patent is not a prewash section in the context of claim 1 because it is 
not "for converting hydrogen sulfide to sodium sulfide" as recited in claim 1. The Brower 
patent explains that the feed to the extractor 2 "is extracted with an aqueous solution of 
caustic alkali under conditions primarily to remove the thiophenols only." Page 2, column 
2, lines 40-43. Hence, the extractor vessel 2 of the Brower patent is not a "prewash section 
for converting hydrogen sulfide to sodium sulfide" as recited in claim 1 . 

The latest Office Action contends that the process that goes on inside the section of 
an apparatus should not be given patentable weight in an apparatus claim. Office Action of 
November 21, 2006 at page 5. Applicants respectfully disagree. Flowscheme inventions 
are typically set forth in apparatus claims. A distinguishing feature in a flowscheme claim 
is a unit operation that takes place in each component of the flowscheme. Flowscheme 
apparatus claims are differentiated by the unit operation or process that takes place in each 
component of the flowscheme. Additionally, the unit operation that takes place in the 
component of the apparatus does affect the structure of that component. For instance, if a 
component is going to be processing corrosive materials, the component will have to have 
a structure and composition that can withstand a corrosive environment. Accordingly, 
Applicants respectfully submit that it is inappropriate to deny patentable weight to the 
functional language which describes the component in the apparatus. 
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The Brower patent teaches away from putting an extractor section above a prewash 
section. The unit operation in the Brower patent, which is more analogous to a prewash 
section, is the conventional H2S removal plant 8 which expels hydrogen sulfide from the 
feed in line 9. Page 2, column 2, lines 33-34. The very unit which removes H2S in the 
Brower patent, which is the function of the prewash section recited in claim 1 of the 
subject application, is disposed in the Brower patent above both extractor vessels 2 and 1 8 
and particularly directly above extractor 2. The Brower patent teaches the arrangement that 
is opposite to what is recited in claim I in which the extractor section is "disposed directly 
above said prewash section." The Brower patent would teach one of ordinary skill in the 
art away from disposing an extractor section above an H2S treating section. 

Not only does the Brower patent not teach disposing either extractor vessel 2 or 18 
above or below each other or above the H2S removing unit 8, but it teaches none of the 
advantages of disposing an extractor section above a prewash section. One of the 
advantages of disposing the extractor section above the prewash section is that there is a 
conservation of plant space because only one footprint with associated foundation is 
required to support the prewash section and the extractor section. Reducing the base 
structure for the prewash vessel and the extraction vessel to one alleviates capital intensity 
associated with building a complex incorporating the subject invention. This is explained 
in the specification at page 4, lines 13-20. 

The recent rejection argues that for the recitation of the extractor section "disposed 
directly above the prewash section" to distinguish claim 1 from the Brower patent, the 
elements have to be within the same vessel which is not claimed. Office Action of 
November 21 , 2006 at page 6. Applicants respectfully submit that this is not the case 
because the prewash section can comprise one vessel and the extractor section can 
comprise a different vessel that is disposed directly above the prewash section. It is this 
type of design-around that Applicants are trying to prevent by the current wording of claim 
1, although such a design would still be covered by claim 1 1. 

Applicants respectfully submit that claim 1 and, at least for the same reasons, 
claims 2-10 which depend from claim 1 are distinct and not obvious over the Brower 
patent. Applicants respectfully request reconsideration and allowance of claims 1-10. 

In the Office Action, claim 18 was rejected as being obvious under 35 U.S.C. 
§103(a) over the Brower patent in combination with U.S. Patent 6,824,750 (the "Bravo 
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patent"). Applicants respectfully traverse this rejection. Applicants previously amended 
claim 18 to recite a mesh coalescer which distinguishes it from a structural packing. 
Structural packing comprises mechanically shaped plates rigidly fixed in a compartment 
which serve to mix or, in this case, coalesce liquids of heavier density. One of ordinary 
skill in the art would not qualify a mesh as a structural packing. Accordingly, claim 1 8 has 
limitations therein that are not disclosed in either of the Brower patent or the Bravo patent. 
Additionally, Applicants have amended claim 18 to recite that the mesh coalescer is 
structured to permit no more than 1 ppm of alkali from passing therethrough during 
operation. Applicants respectfully submit that the content of this amendment is understood 
from the disclosure of the subject application and does not present any new matter. 
Accordingly, claim 18 requires that the mesh coalescer be capable of permitting no more 
than 1 ppm of alkali from passing therethrough. There is no teaching in the Brower patent 
that the structural packing is capable of such high performance. Accordingly, there are two 
bases of distinction of the subject matter of claim 18 from the two cited references. 
Applicants respectfully request reconsideration and allowance of claim 18. Accordingly, 
Applicants respectfully request reconsideration and allowance of claim 18 and claims 
19-20 depending therefrom, respectively, for at least the same reasons. 

For the foregoing reasons, Applicants respectfully request reconsideration and 
allowance of the claims 1-20 in the subject application. Should the Examiner have any 
further concerns regarding this matter, she is invited to contact the undersigned. 



Respectfully submitted, 



James C. Paschall 
Attorney for Applicants 
Reg. No. 36,887 
(847) 391-2355 (phone) 
(847) 391-2387 (fax) 




JCP/gm 
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